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Despite the purported surge in internal migration following the 2004 enlargement of the European Union, data from the 2006 European Union Survey of Income and Living Conditions show that internal migrants are a relatively small share of the European Union's population. Depending on the exact definition used, only about 1 to 2 percent of the population of European Union-13 countries (members prior to the 2004 enlargement, not including Germany and Luxembourg) were born in other European Union countries, while the corresponding share for European Union-4 countries (Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, and Slovakia) is even lower. By contrast, about 6 percent of the population of European Union-13 countries was born outside the European Union. On examining the demographic and socio-economic This paper is a product of the Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Unit, Europe and Central Asia Region. Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://econ.worldbank.org. The author may be contacted at szaidi5@worldbank.org.
background of the migrant population (both from within as well as outside the European Union), this paper finds that migrants tend to include a concentration of both low as well as highly educated workers. Both sets of migrants uniformly contribute to raising the working-age population of receiving countries. Using data on average incomes and taxes paid and benefits received by migrant and non-migrant households, the authors find no evidence to support the contention that migrant workers contribute much less in taxes than the native-born population, or consume significantly higher benefits. On the contrary, our calculations suggest that migrant workers make a net contribution of approximately 42 billion euros to the national tax and benefit systems of European Union-13 countries. 
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INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the rise in remittance flows from migrant workers to their home countries has been one of the most important sources of resource transfers for developing countries. However, despite the evident support for improving living conditions in poorer countries, international migration continues to be a contentious public policy issue in richer countries. Among the various reasons why this is so is the negative perception that migrants impose a disproportionately large fiscal burden on receiving countries, 1 because they consume a relatively larger share of social benefits and services (because they are more likely to be unemployed or have larger families, or strive hard to claim the maximum possible benefits that they possibly can, etc.) and make relatively small contributions to tax revenues (e.g. because of higher tax evasion, greater tendency to work in the informal economy, etc.) than the country's non-migrant population. The main objective of this paper is to ascertain whether evidence derived from household survey data on tax payments and benefits consumption of migrant in various countries of the European Union support this perception.
The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides a brief description of the 2006 European Union Survey of Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), the primary data set used in the paper, including definitions of key variables used in the analysis as well as a summary of the proxy criteria used to identify the various EU "migrant population" sub-groups. In the remainder of the paper, the analysis focuses on five main sub-groups of interest for the main individual EU countries and other country sub-groups (in particular, the EU13 and EU4) 2 : (i) the native-born population, (ii) citizens born in other EU countries, (iii) citizens born outside the EU, (iv) non-citizens that are citizens of other EU countries, and, finally, (v) non-citizens that are citizens of other non-EU countries. Section 3 provides a profile of these five population sub-groups, focusing in particular on how the relative sizes of these groups and other key characteristics (e.g. demographic composition, educational background and nature of employment, etc.) vary across the main EU countries and other country sub-groups of interest noted above.
Section 4 analyzes the contributions of migrants to the national tax and benefits systems of the various EU countries where they currently live, and in particular shows that in EU13 countries as a group, there is no evidence to support the contention that migrant workers contribute much less in taxes than the native-born population, or consume significantly higher benefits. On the contrary, our calculations suggest that migrants make significant net positive contributions to the national tax and benefits systems of EU13 countries. Since the analysis also reveals considerable heterogeneity across countries, Section 5 discusses the differing experiences of Austria, Belgium, Spain, Ireland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom with regard to the differing net contributions of the various migrant subgroups. This section also concludes by summarizing the key findings of the paper, as well as discussing the main factors that help explain the differing situation across individual EU countries. In particular, the section shows how differing receipts of retirement benefits is the main reason that explains why migrants consume significantly lower benefits compared to the native-born population.
DATA AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH
This paper utilizes household survey data from the 2006 European Union Survey of Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC). The EU-SILC is an instrument aiming at collecting timely and comparable micro data on income poverty and social exclusion in countries of the European Union. This instrument is anchored in the European Statistical System, and aims to provide two types of data: (i) cross-sectional data pertaining to a given time or a certain time period with variables on income, poverty, social exclusion and other living conditions, and (ii) longitudinal data pertaining to individual-level changes over time, observed periodically typically over a four years period. The reference population of EU-SILC is all private households and their current members residing in the territory of the member states at the time of data collection. Persons living in collective households and in institutions are generally excluded from the target population, but in general the excluded population in each country is no more than 2 percent of the total national population.
Four main types of data are gathered in EU-SILC: (i) variables measured at the household level; (ii) information on household size and composition and basic characteristics of household members; (iii) income and other more complex variables termed 'basic variables' (education, basic labor information and second job) measured at the personal level, but aggregated to construct householdlevel variables; and (iv) variables collected and analyzed at the person-level termed 'the detailed variables' (health, access to health care, detailed labor information, activity history and calendar of activities'). The main EU-SILC variables used in our analysis are per capita disposable income as well as data on taxes and benefits (Box 1). Further details pertaining to the specific variables included in the micro data sets, as well as the specific sample selection procedures followed in each country covered in the survey, can be found in the EU-SILC user database description. 3 All 25 EU member countries were covered in the 2006 EU-SILC round.
4 In addition to several key variables of interest noted above, the EU-SILC dataset also includes two variables of particular interest for our analysis:
Box 1: Definitions of Key EU-SILC Variables Used in the Analysis
Total disposable household income is the sum for all household members of gross personal income components (including gross employee cash or near cash income, gross non-cash employee income, gross cash benefits or losses from self-employment, value of goods produced for own consumption, unemployment benefits, old-age benefits, survivor benefits, sickness benefits, disability benefits, and education-related allowances) plus gross income components at the household level (including imputed rent, income from rental of a property or land, family/children related allowances, social exclusion not elsewhere classified, housing allowances, regular inter-household cash transfers received, interest dividends, profit from capital investments in unincorporated business, income received by people aged under 16) minus interest paid on mortgage, regular taxes on wealth, regular inter-household cash transfers paid, tax on income and social insurance contributions (including tax adjustments-repayment/receipt on income, income tax at source, and social insurance contributions).
Per capita disposable income is computed as total disposable household income / household size. Benefits include unemployment, old-age, survivors, sickness, disability, education, family benefits, other social exclusion, and housing allowances.
Taxes include regular taxes on wealth, taxes on income and social insurance contributions, as well as employer's social contributions.
(i) country of birth, and (ii) country of citizenship, either of which could potentially be used as a proxy for migrant status.
We start first by presenting in Table 1 the distribution of individuals aged 16 years and older interviewed in each EU country by country of birth and citizenship. As the table shows, the sample of observations in each country is in general fairly large, thereby permitting results derived from the dataset to be presented at a fairly high level of disaggregation. However, in much of the analysis presented in the paper, we focus mainly on presenting and comparing results for two main groups of interest: (i) the EU13 (i.e. EU 15 member countries prior to the 2004 enlargement, minus Germany and Luxemburg), and (ii) the EU4 (Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, and Slovakia). 5 Wherever possible (and of special interest), we also present results for some individual EU countries. The "country of citizenship" and "country of birth" can be seen to represent relatively narrow and broad bands respectively defining migrant status: almost all would agree that foreign nationals currently in the country are indeed migrants, with the possibility that many recent migrants have by now acquired citizenship of the country in which they are currently living, so are therefore missed using the relatively narrow "country of citizenship" criterion. On the other hand, while many foreign-5 EU4 countries: Of the EU10 countries (i.e. EU member countries that joined during the 2004 enlargement), Cyprus is excluded on account of it's relatively small size, while Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Slovenia are excluded because prior to the breakup of the Soviet Union, all these countries were part of larger political entities, which renders problematic the use of country of birth and citizenship as the main criteria for forming our five main analytic groups. EU13 countries: Data for Germany was excluded from the EU-SILC data set we received from Eurostat. In addition, we also exclude Luxemburg from the analysis because we suspect that migrants in Luxemburg are fundamentally different from migrants in the other EU countries. As Table 1 shows, the share of migrants in Luxemburg is several times higher than in other EU countries.
born people may indeed have been migrants at some stage, the actual move to the present country may have taken place quite some time back, with the result that many classified as migrants using the relatively broad "country of birth" criterion do not in fact conform to the notion many people have in mind when they think of migrants. After considering various possible alternatives, we used the information from both sets of variables to divide the sample population into five main groups of interest: (i) native-born population, (ii) citizens born in other EU countries, (iii) citizens born outside the EU, (iv) non-citizens from other EU countries, and (v) non-citizens born outside the EU.
The distribution of the EU-SILC sample into these five main groups is presented in Table 2 . Using a relatively narrow definition of migrants-classifying as migrants all non-citizens in any given country-migrants comprise less than 5 percent of the population of the EU13 (less in the EU4). Even using a relatively broad definition-classifying as migrants all those (i.e. regardless of their citizenship) born outside the country where they currently reside-migrants constitute less than 10 percent of the population of EU13 countries. By contrast, the foreign-born population constitutes about 13 percent of the total population of the United States (i.e. not including the much larger share of internal migrants within the country). 6 Overall, about 2 percent and 9 percent of the population of EU4 and EU13 countries respectively were born outside their current country of residence. As illustrated in Figure 1 , this share varies considerably across individual EU countries, from more than 15 percent in Austria to less than 2 percent in Poland and Slovakia. Within the group of migrants thus broadly defined, it is instructive to look at the breakdown of migrants by place of birth ( Figure 2 ). Migrants (broadly defined as those born outside their current country of residence), born outside the EU outnumber those born within the EU by roughly 3 to 1 in EU 13 countries (i.e. sum of yellow bars 2 and 4 vs. sum of blue bars 1 and 3). Thus, despite the purported rise in numbers post-2004, the scale of internal migration in the EU remains quite small. Share of the population (percent)
1. Citizens born in other EU countries 2. Citizens born outside the EU 3. Non-citizens from other EU countries 4. Non-citizens born outside the EU As illustrated in Figure 2 , the distribution of migrants by country of origin varies considerably across individual EU countries: Austria, United Kingdom, and France have the largest proportion of migrant population born outside the EU, followed by Sweden and Belgium. At the other end of the spectrum, countries where migrants from other EU countries constitute a sizeable share of the population include Ireland (over 8 percent), Belgium (6 percent), Sweden and Austria (around 5 percent). Ireland and Slovakia are the only EU countries where the number of migrants born in other EU countries exceeds the number of migrants from outside the EU. 7
PROFILE OF THE EU MIGRANT POPULATION
Age and Demographic Composition: Countries in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union are experiencing rapidly aging populations, a phenomenon posing significant economic and social challenges due to rising health care expenditures and public pension payments to the elderly. 8 EU countries are no different in this respect, in that a rapid shift is currently underway in the age structure of their populations: presently every sixth EU citizen is over 65 years of age; this share is projected to rise to one-fifth by 2020, and as high as one-fourth to one-third by 2050. 9 While mass immigration may not be a viable policy tool to reverse the trend of the aging EU population, it is nonetheless informative to compare the demographic composition of EU migrant and non-migrant groups. The 2006 EU-SILC data clearly illustrate the aging challenge confronting both EU4 and E13 countries: 29 percent and 35 percent respectively of the native-born populations aged 16+ years are 56 years or older in these country groups (Table 3) . Non-citizens born outside the EU (i.e. group 4) help raise the stock of working-age population in both EU13 and EU4 countries, with more than four-fifths (88 percent and 92 percent respectively) falling in the 16-55 yr age groups.  In Austria and Belgium, citizens born outside the EU as well as all non-citizen migrants (i.e. groups 2-4) tend to be younger than the rest of the population (Annex Table 11 ).
 In Spain, Ireland, and Italy, all migrants (i.e. groups 1-4) tend to be younger than the nativeborn population.
 In France, by contrast, only non-citizens born outside the EU (i.e. group 4) tend to be younger than the rest of the country's residents.
 Finally, in Sweden and the United Kingdom, migrants from outside the EU (both citizen and non-citizens) tend to be younger than the rest of the country's population.
Educational Background: Do migrant workers have more or less education than the nativeborn population? It turns out there is no simple answer to this question, but rather that it depends on a number of factors, such as place of origin, migrant sub-group, place of residence, etc. In EU13 countries overall, citizens born in other EU countries as well as in countries outside the EU have a fairly similar educational attainment profile as the native-born population, the exception being that citizens that were born outside the EU are somewhat more likely to have tertiary education (and correspondingly are somewhat less likely to have primary education or below (Table 4) . Primary and below  14  20  28  3  2  Lower secondary  6  19  8  16  15  Upper secondary  62  51  47  59  61  Post secondary  3  1  2  3  1  Tertiary  14  10  15  20  22  Total  100  100  100  100  100 Non-citizens born in other EU countries, by contrast, have a disproportionately high share of people with either primary or lower education, or with tertiary and higher education (i.e. a more spiked bimodal distribution as compared to other groups). In EU4 countries, by contrast, the foreign-born citizens group has a higher share of people with relatively low educational attainment, while the foreign-born non-citizens groups have a relatively higher share of those with tertiary education as compared to other sub-groups. However, this aggregate picture for the EU13 overall described above conceals considerable diversity at the level of each individual country, as described below (see Annex Table 12 ):
 In Austria, migrants born outside the EU (both citizens as well as non-citizens) tend to have lower educational attainment than the rest of the population; by contrast, those from other EU countries (once again both citizens as well as non-citizens) are more likely to have tertiary education than their compatriots born elsewhere.
 In Belgium, non-citizen migrants born outside the EU have a higher share of those with primary/less education as well as tertiary education as compared to other migrant groups (i.e. a more spiked bimodal distribution).
 In Spain, the native-born population has a higher share of those with primary or lower education compared to the rest of the population-the reverse is true in France.
 In Ireland, the non-native born population is disproportionately likely to have tertiary education, as are United Kingdom residents born outside the EU (both citizens and non-citizens).
Employment: Turning next to the employment status of different population sub-groups, the native born population in EU13 countries tends to be slightly more likely than migrants (i.e. groups 1-4) to be in full time employment (Table 5 ). Note: computed for population aged 21-55. … too few observations to permit reliable estimates to be derived.
 In Austria, Belgium, and Italy, migrants tend generally to be less likely to be in full-time employment and more likely to be unemployed than the native-born population.
 In Spain and EU4 countries, the employment profiles of all population sub-groups (i.e. migrants and non-migrants) tend to be quite similar.
 In France and Sweden, non-citizens from outside the EU stand out compared to other population sub-groups in having a relatively poor employment profile (i.e. low share of full-time employment, high share of unemployed) compared to other population groups.
 In the United Kingdom, migrants are much less likely to be in full-time employment than the native-born population; while non-citizens are more likely to be unemployed than other groups, this is not necessarily so for citizens born in other EU countries or outside the EU.
Do working migrants and non-migrant groups have different occupation and employment types? Table 6 shows that in EU13 countries, migrants generally tend to be employees rather than selfemployed (in particular non-citizens outside EU). In addition, migrant workers tend to work in bluecollar occupations like construction, mining and salesmen (Annex Table 13 ), whereas native-born workers have a higher fraction of white-collar jobs. Sweden stands out as an exception: there fraction of self-employed is higher among migrant workers than among the native born workers. In Spain, we observe a higher share of self-employed workers that have own employees among the non-citizen migrants from within the EU than among the native-born population. Among the EU4 countries there is a substantially higher fraction of family workers among the fourth group of migrants. … too few observations to permit reliable estimates to be derived.
CONTRIBUTIONS OF MIGRANTS TO NATIONAL TAX AND BENEFIT SYSTEMS
How much do migrants typically earn? How much do they pay in taxes and consume in benefits?-how do these estimates compare to corresponding statistics for the non-migrant population? These and other such questions are examined in more detail in this section.
Estimating the fiscal impact of migrants:
Estimating the size and composition of the migrant population using data from household surveys has a long and well-established tradition, with data from labor force surveys typically used to estimate and compare the demographic composition of native-born and migrant population groups. An added benefit of using survey data is that the migrant population as a whole can often be a heterogeneous group, and the survey data allow for a disaggregated examination of differences across different subgroups in the main variables of interest. In order to estimate the net fiscal impact of migrants on a given country's budget, in addition to information on the size and composition of non-migrant and migrant groups, comprehensive data are also needed both on non-migrants' and migrants' consolidated contributions to overall public revenues (i.e. total taxes paid, both direct as well as indirect, contributions paid to the domestic social security system, etc.) as well as their share of consumption of overall public expenditures (i.e. direct benefits received, public goods and services consumed, etc.).
Such country-level studies are relatively rare in number. In the United Kingdom, a 2002 Home Office research study found that in 1999/00, first generation migrants in the UK made a net fiscal contribution of 2.5 billion pounds a year. 10 More recent work by the Institute for Public Policy Research found that migration to the UK has a positive and growing impact on the public finances: migrants contributed an estimated 10 percent of government receipts, and accounted for 9.1 percent of government expenditure. 11 In addition to the fairly onerous data requirements to carry out country-level analysis, an additional complicating factor is that ideally the fiscal contribution of migrants should be considered in both the short-and long-run. In one of the relatively rare such studies available, immigrants to the United States were estimated to make a contribution of around $80,000 to the US fiscal system in net present value terms in 1996 dollars. 12 However, while the surplus was quite large (and positive) for highly skilled migrants, it was estimated to be slightly negative for migrant individuals with less than secondary high school level, thus suggesting that the educational and skills profile of migrants was likely an extremely important determining factor.
Comparing the fiscal impact of migration across countries is even more difficult, as estimates for different countries are sensitive to definitions employed, timing of comparison, as well as duration of the period over which the comparison is being made, as the structure and behavior of the migrant population is subject to change over time in response to changing circumstances and conditions. In this regard, the EU-SILC data set is a particularly useful data set for the purposes of such a crosscountry comparison, given the emphasis according to ensure comparability of concepts and definitions applied across countries. Moreover, it is one of the few data sets available in which comprehensive income data are available, including information on taxes paid and benefits received, plus the migrant and non-migrant population groups can be compared over the same time periods.
On the flipside, there are two main shortcomings of using the EU-SILC data for these comparisons. First, despite the fact that the survey contains fairly comprehensive data on tax and benefit receipts, coverage of these is nonetheless still incomplete. For instance, indirect taxes paid (e.g. value-added taxes) are impossible to estimate from such data, as is the consumption of public goods (e.g. use of highways, national parks, etc.). Second, data are typically available for a limited time period (e.g. one year), thus making it difficult to make comparisons across the various sub-groups of interest over a longer time period without making relatively strong assumptions. Finally (though this is a point that applies to all such studies, whether based on the SILC or on any other data set), an important point to bear in mind is that the "economic contribution of migrants" is a much broader concept than the relatively narrow "net fiscal impact" definition employed in this study. However, bearing all these caveats in mind, it is nonetheless informative to compare and contrast estimates of earnings, taxes paid, and benefits received derived using the 2006 EU-SILC data set. We start by presenting some summary statistics on average personal gross earnings and average income taxes paid on those earnings in selected EU countries, as well as how these amounts vary across the five main sub-groups of interest (Table 7) . 13 
Personal earnings and income taxes:
In EU13 countries, average earnings of the various population groups are quite similar, with one notable exception: non-citizens born outside the EU (group 4) have substantially lower earnings than others (about 70 percent of average earnings of other groups). Non-citizen migrants in France and Sweden born outside the EU stand out in this respect, as their average earnings are only 52 percent and 36 percent of what non-migrants earn in these respective countries (Table 7) . 14 Having lower earnings on average, these migrants tend to pay lower income taxes than other groups: about one thousand euros less than the native born population. Sweden (and France) shows the biggest difference between earnings of natives and migrants: for instance, group 4 migrants in Sweden earn about fourteen thousand euros per year less than the native-born population, and correspondingly pay about four thousand euros less in income taxes per year. In the EU4 countries, by contrast, migrants tend to have higher earnings on average than the native born population, a finding consistent with the education and occupation profile of migrants in these countries. However, in the cases of taxes paid by these groups, no such clear pattern is evident: while citizens born outside the EU as well as non-citizens from other EU countries tend to pay higher amounts of taxes on average than the native-born population, the converse is true for citizens born in other EU countries as well as non-citizens born outside the EU. Personal benefits: Summary statistics on average benefits receipts by the migrant and nonmigrant working-age populations are presented in Table 8 for selected EU countries. 15 Unlike the case of average incomes and taxes described above, the picture of benefits received by the various groups is somewhat more complex. On the one hand, in both the EU4 and EU13 country groups, citizens born outside the country consume more benefits than the native-born population group while the opposite is true of non-citizens born outside these countries. The overall average for EU13 countries conceals considerable differences across individual countries. Citizens of Austria, France, and Sweden born in other EU countries consume considerably higher benefits than the native-born populations in these respective countries (Table 8) ; this is not true for other countries. Similarly, France is the only country where the "citizens born outside the EU" group in fact consumes higher benefits than the native-born population. Finally, non-citizen migrant groups in all countries in Table  8 collect, on average, lower benefits than the respective native-born populations.
To sum, the evidence presented in tables 7 and 8 does not support the contention that migrants contribute less overall to the national tax and benefit systems of the countries where they reside. In EU13 countries as a whole, migrants do appear to pay slightly lower taxes on average, but they also consume lower benefits than the native-born population. While the "non-citizens born outside the EU" group pays lower taxes on average than the native-born population, this group also consumes significantly lower total benefits than other groups.
Household-level Analysis based on 2006 EU-SILC data:
The analysis presented so far has tended to focus at the level of individuals of working-age: is the picture significantly different at the household-level? For instance, if migrant households tend to be much larger than non-migrant households, or if they have much fewer earning members, the above analysis may have distorted the true picture. Before examining the above set of statistics-earnings, taxes, and benefits-at the percapita level (i.e. averaged over all household members), we turn first to comparing the demographic composition of migrant and non-migrant households (Table 9 ). Average household sizes of migrant households, both of those born within as well as outside the EU, are indeed somewhat larger than households with no migrants in EU 13 countries (2.6 and 2.8 vs. 2.4 persons per household respectively). However, while migrant households tend to have more children than households with no migrants, they also have a higher number of persons of working-age population, and tend to have fewer elderly people (Table 9 ). Therefore the number of dependents (children plus elderly) expressed as a ratio of the number of working-age population tends to be quite similar across these groups. In EU4 countries, the pattern is reversed: migrant households tend to have fewer children and more elderly compared to non-migrant households, and relatively fewer people of working-age population. Table 10 summarizes total earnings as well as all reported taxes and benefits received by households for the various population sub-groups of interest. 16 Entries in the row labeled "net taxes" are the difference between total taxes paid and total benefits received by the household-i.e. a positive value indicates that households in the groups are net tax contributors while a negative value shows the opposite is true (i.e. households are net recipients of benefits). The key summary statistic "Net taxes" is presented in Figure 3 for different population subgroups of interest. The 2006 EU-SILC data show that an average household in EU13 countries with no migrants pays net taxes of 147 euros per capita per year (Є 4,108 total taxes minus Є 3,961 total benefits). By this measure, households with citizens born in other EU countries are the biggest beneficiaries of the national tax and benefits systems, receiving net benefits of 742 euros per year. However, this group is not very large, comprising about 1 percent of the total population of EU13 countries. As Figure 3 shows, all other migrant groups in EU13 countries are significant netcontributors to the national tax and benefit systems. Households with citizens born outside the EU pay 861 euros per capita more in taxes than they receive in benefits. Households with non-citizen migrants are even larger net contributors, paying 1,413 and 1,640 euros per capita per year on average, depending upon whether the country of origin is within or outside the EU respectively.
Moreover, as shown earlier in Figure 2 , these two population sub-groups account for the bulk of all migrants in EU13 countries (about 6 percent of the total population of EU13 countries). Summing "net taxes paid" across the four migrant groups, our calculations suggest that taken together migrants make a net contribution of approximately Є 42 billion euros to the national tax and benefit systems of EU13 countries.
SELECTED COUNTRY CASES AND CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS
Belgium and the United Kingdom stand out in comparison to other countries presented in Figure 4 in terms of the low "net benefits" accruing to households living in these countries. Figure 4 also highlights some interesting differences across countries in the pattern of net benefit receipts.
Sweden stands out as being the only country where migrant households tend to be net beneficiaries-households with non-citizen migrants from other EU countries are the only subgroup in Sweden whose net contribution to the national tax and benefits system is in fact greater than that of the "households with no migrants" group. In virtually all other country cases presented in Figure 4 , the reverse is true-i.e. migrant households tend to contribute more to the national tax and benefits system than households with no migrants. 17 In virtually all the EU countries covered in Figure 4 , non-citizen migrants from other EU countries contribute significantly more money to the national tax and benefits systems as compared to the native-born population. For instance, Ireland, Sweden, and the United Kingdom were the three main EU15 countries that did not impose restrictions on migrants from EU10 countries following the 2004 EU enlargement, and consequently were the main destinations of choice for emigrants from EU10 countries. As Figure 4 clearly shows, the "non-citizen migrants from other EU countries" in all three countries pay significantly higher "net taxes" as compared to the non-migrant population. On examining more closely possible reasons why, we find that differences in retirement benefits received by these two sets of groups almost single-handedly help explain the observed differences: migrants tend to be considerably younger than the non-migrant population, with a much lower share of household members of retirement age; as a result, they receive significantly lower retirements benefits than the native-born population (Annex Table 15 ).
With regard to non-citizen migrants from outside the EU, we find that this group also tends to receive significantly lower net benefits compared to the native-born population in most countries, the exceptions being Ireland and Sweden (Figure 4) . The contrast between the non-citizen non-EU migrant groups in Austria and the United Kingdom is instructive: as noted earlier in Section 1, of all EU members, these countries have the largest proportion of migrant population born outside the EU. However, while such migrants in Austria tend to have relatively low educational attainment in relative to the rest of the population, the opposite is true for such migrants in the United Kingdom: as Annex Table 11 shows, 46 percent of non-citizen non-EU migrants in Austria have lower secondary education; by contrast, almost half the corresponding migrant group in the United Kingdom have completed tertiary or higher education (Annex Table 11 ). These differences in educational attainment (and consequently nature of employment taken up) of these two groups go a long way in helping to explain why such migrants make a significantly larger contribution to the national tax and benefit system in UK as compared to Austria.
To sum, despite the purported surge in internal migration following the 2004 round of EU enlargement, the 2006 EU-SILC data show that internal migrants are a relatively small share of the EU's population: depending on the exact definition used, only about 1-2 percent of the population of EU13 countries were born in other EU countries, while the corresponding share for EU4 countries is even lower. By contrast, about 6 percent of the population of EU13 countries was born in other non-EU countries.
On examining the demographic and socio-economic background of the migrant population (i.e. both from within as well as outside the EU), we find that migrants tend to include a concentration of both low as well as highly educated workers. Both sets of migrants uniformly contribute to raising the working-age population of receiving countries.
Finally, using data on average incomes and taxes paid and benefits received by migrant and nonmigrant households, we find no evidence to support the contention that migrant workers contribute less in taxes than the native-born population, or consume significantly higher benefits. On the contrary, our calculations suggest that migrant workers make a net contribution of approximately 42 billion euros to the national tax and benefit systems of EU13 countries. 
